22                         Reply to Objections I

in himself all the other perfections that are contained in the idea of
God, and hence these by their own nature and without any mental
fiction are conjoined together and exist in God.

All this is manifest to one who considers the matter attentively,
-and it differs from what I have already written only in the method
of explanation adopted, which I have intentionally altered in order to
suit a diversity of intelligences. But I shall not deny that this argu-
ment is such that those who do not bethink themselves of all those
considerations that go to prove it, will very readily take it for a
sophism; hence at the outset I had much doubt as to whether I
should use it, fearing that those who did not attain to it might be
given an opportunity of cavilling about the rest. But since there
are two ways only of proving the existence of God, one by means of
the effects due to him, the other by his essence or nature, and as I
gave the former explanation in the third Meditation as well as I
could, I considered that I should not afterwards omit the other proof.

In the matter of the formal distinction which the learned Theo-
logian claims to draw from Scotus1, my reply is briefly to the effect
that this distinction in no way differs from a modal one, and applies
only to incomplete entities, which I have accurately demarcated
from complete beings. This is sufficient to cause one thing to be
conceived separately and as distinct from another by the abstracting
action of a mind when it conceives the thing inadequately, without
sufficing to cause two things to be thought of so distinctly and
separately that we understand each to be an entity in itself and
diverse from every other; in order that we may do this a real
distinction is absolutely necessary. Thus, for example, there is a
formal distinction between the motion and the figure of the same
body, and I can quite well think of the motion without the figure
and of the figure apart from the motion and of either apart from the
body; but nevertheless I cannot think of the motion in a complete
manner apart from the thing in which the motion exists nor of the
figure in isolation from the object which has the figure ; nor finally
can I feign that anything incapable of having figure can possess
motion, or that what is incapable of movement has figure. So it is
also that neither can I understand justice apart from a just being,
or compassion apart from the compassionate; nor may I imagine
that the same being as is just cannot be compassionate. But yet I
understand in a complete manner what body is [that is to say I
conceive of body as a complete thing2], merely by thinking that

1 Of. p. 8.                   2 This clause is found only in the French version.